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Dear Brotìners , 

A brotter haís done a thorough study of the H&o-B&bylGnímn period ín 
rolation to our present understandìng of the ^appointed times of the 
nations”« His TT trsatiae i: t vrtiieh is written in all honosty and sljaoGro 
love for truth # has been oarafully ar.d oritieally esaminsd by som* 
able brothersj but it has not been possibl® te refute tho argnisients 
and the conclusion that 587 BGh, not 607, is the oorroet dato for the 
destruetioa Of Jernsalem and its temple* If thls condusion ìs eorreet 
and it really gooìììs very hard to nvoid &11 the faets prosentsd -* the 
con 3 oquences will bo far-reaehing ne re* ali thinge attaeh to 19 Ui 
ehrdet *s parousia f the establìstoant of Ó-od's Kingdom, the ouoting c?ut 
of Satanj ete* 

Includod is p&rt II of the troatise* dealing with tho Neo-Babylonian 
ehronology. We ask you to read it carefully and give your vio^ on it f 
as thifl subjeot eoneernSall of us very much* 

Keenly looking for\írard to your answer* 

With Ohristian love to all of you* 

Your brothsr* 
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EGtEI August 19j 1977 


Mí*. Garl Olof. Jonsson 

Sweden 

Dear Brother Jonsson; 

Thank you for your letter of May 20 and the materlal 
that you sent along vrith it, We are aorry that the prese 
of work here has not allowed us to give it the attention 
we would like up to the present tiine. 

In your letter you mention sending us part II of the 
prepared treatìse^ tut you did submit a page that is 
ealled Part I. Ie that the ex:tent of Part I? We inention 
this because we would be interested in obtalning the en*- 
tire treatise. If that is the extent of Part I, then we 
would like to obtain Part III, if that is somethlng that 
has already been prepared* 

AIso, we would like to get from you the name and 
address of the brother who has done the researeh and pre* 
pared this treatise* We are now obtaining some of the 
referenee material mentloned in his footnotes and wou!d 
like to have hls name and address available in ease we 
have any questìons to ask, You mention that the material 
has been examined by a number of brothers, So If there 
are others that you are ìn eontaet with who are involved 
with this undertaking and who might be able to sapply 
observations if we seek suoh, we would appreeiate know- 
ing of these, 

Thank you for your kind attention to the above re^ 
quest * 


Your brotherSj 



frs-tA/teý’, 
€ lífrte/*tý' v 



Carl Oloí Jonsson 


Sweden 


Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety 
of New York, ine# 

The Writins Comrcittee 

117 Adams Street 

BSOOKLYN 

New York 11201 

(J.S.A. Imál, Sept. 5, 1977 


He, "The Geatile Tlmes Heeonsidered'' 


Oear Brothers, 

Thank you greatly for your kind letter of August 19, which I reeeived 
sone days ago. I prepared the above treatise, and as I told you some able 
brothers have eritieally exanined the manaseript and helped me to make soma 
improvements , espeeially in Part I. Also, one brother and good friend in 
U.S*A* has been of great help in eorreeting mj r English. I didn't think the 
names involved in this researeh to be important, but as I understand that 
you intend to investigate this subject carefully and objeetively (which is 
really very gratifying) I am prepared to anower all questions I ean, and 
I will also send the other brothers any questions you have. Thus we couòd 
work on this together and send you all important information and observations 
we might eome up with. 

Included now is Part I of the munuscript, eontaining a historieal survey 
of the interpretations of the "Gentile times* 1 from the first century and on to 
and including C.T. Russcll. The purpose of this vrork is to put our present un- 
derstanding of the subject into a historieal setting and prepare the niind for 
the information presented in Parts II and III. Unfortunately, I am still wor.-i“ 
ing on Part III. I have a rough draft written in Swedish and also a lot of 
notes, but the problem is to write it out eloarly aiiiì understandably in linglish. 
HopefuIly, it will be ready in Oetober. This part deals with the scriptures 
eontaining the 70-year prophoey (Jer. 25, 29; Ban. 9» 2 Ghron. 36; Seeh. 1, 7, 
ete.), the Scriptural basis for the calculation of the Gentile times to be a 
period of 2,520 years, and a discussion of the 1914 date. Of course, this part 
of the work just gives somo BUggeoted altarnatives, and much more researeh will 
be needed to elear up all problems. As soon as it is ready, I will you 

a eopy. 

In your letter you mention that you are obtaining some of the referenee 
material mentíoned in tho footnotes. As I have almost everything 0- it Xeroxed. 
here at my home, I will gladly send you whatever you need, if this will faeilí— 
tate your investigation. 

With Ohristian love. 

Your brother, 




Carl Olof Jonsson 

S\7ed©n 


WatchtOT7©r Bible and Traet Soeiety 
of Nev? York f Ine. 

Writing Dept., Desk EG 

117 Adams Street 

BKOOKLYH 

New York 11201 Ámal r Dee. 12, 1977. 


Re. M Thc Gentilo lieiee. Ho,c.<>nsid,ored 0 
Dear Brothers, 

I hope that you reeeived Part I of the above treatise as you requested. 

It tras sent to you on Sept. 5» 1977. I have sent you today, under separate 
oovsr (air mail;, Part III, which I promised to 3end you during Oetober, but 
which has been delayed for several reasons. Pirst of all, the last part 
turned out to be longer than was intended, in spite of the faet that several 
things have been touched upon very briefly. The eorreetion of the Englisii 
took some time, too, and besides, the mamiseript has been prepared amidst 
many other responsibilitios, both in the eongregation and in my secular work. 

Several brothers have now eramined the treatise, and most of them tend to 
agree about the conclusions. We hope, therefore, that you will give the 
evidenoe and arguments presented a careful and objeetive eramination. Al- 
though 3ome of the evidenee may seem to be rather eritieally presented, it 
should be borne in mind that the eritieism has alv/ays referenee to an idea 
which elearly seems to be wrong, never to individuals or an assoeiation of 
individuals. The treatise has been written in a humble state of mind, with 
love for truth and with a viev/ to the best interests for all of us. I hope, 
therefore, that the argumentation is not interpreted as boing provoeative, 
as this has never been intended. 

We are all eagerly looking forward to your eomments. 

With Christian love to aìi of you. 

Your brother, 

. y ^^ ^ '''''" 

PS: On p. 27 of my treatise, the last sontenee and footnote 20 referred to a 
Robert R. Newton, who some years ago exposed Claudius Ptolemy to have "fadgad' 
some of his observations. Perhaps you are aware of the faet that he has now 
published a book about the matter: The Orime of Claudius PtolotLY . 1977 (John 
Hopkins líniversity Press). Aeeording to Solontlfie Ameriean (Oet. 1977, p.79f] 
"Newton lias also diseovered that a large fraetion of the obsorvations Ptolemy 
attributed to other astronomers is not material he has preserved from the 
past but raaterial he has forged. ... Moreover, Ptolemy's forgery may have 
extended to inventing the length of reigns of Babylonian king3." Thus the 
eritieal attitude taken in the Aid book to Ptoleny is snrely justified. "It 
Ì 3 elear, ' Newton concludes hio book, 'that no statemont made by Ptolemy ean 
be aeeepted unless it is oonflrmed by v/riters v/ho are totally indopenden t 
of Ptolemv on the matters in question . w This is exactly what has been done 
in Part II of my treatise, as the Neo-Babylonian ehronology io established by 
several lines of evidenee independent of Ptolemy's eanon. These 3hov/ Ptolemy'/ 
list to be eorreet v/ith respeet to the Neo-Babylonian period. 



ONf (aia) tai'iiao 


CAI LK WATCM' 
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GEArESB January 17, 1978 


Carl Olof Jonsson 


Sweden 

Dear Brother Jonsson: 

To hand Is your letter of Deeember 12, 1977, and also the 
treatise that you have prepared entitled n The Gentile Times Re- 
eons idered. f1 

We have not had the opportunity of examining this material 
as yet, as other urgent matters are occupying our attention. 
However, we will look into this material when we have the oppor- 
tunity. 

We appreeiate your sineerity in wanting to set forth your 
views. However, no matter how strong the argumentation may be 
in support of these views, they must, for the present, be re- 
garded as your personal viewpoìnt. It is not something that you 
should talk about or try to advanee among other members of the 
eongregation. We mention this because you state in your letter 
that several brothers have examined your treatise and that ,f we 
are all eagerly looking forward to your comments. ,f 

As you ean appreeiate, what you state in your treatise 
amounts to a radieal departure from the present understanding of 
ehronology by Jehovah's Witnesses. We are sure that you ean ap- 
preeiate that if ehanges of importanee are made they should be 
made in an orderly way, even as was the ease in the first century, 
with eentral direetion belng given. (Aets 15:1, 2) We are also 
sure that you appreeiate that for individuals to advanee and advo- 
eate such ehanges would have, not a unifying effeet, but a divi- 
sive one producìng confusion. We mention this to you in view of 
the faet that the treatìse you sent eontains a statement on the 
front page deserlbing it as "prepared by Jehovah’s Witnesses, for 
Jehovah's Wìtnesses. , ‘ To say that something is "prepared by 
Jehovah f s Witnesses ,f implies that it has the sanetion of Jehovah’s 
Witnesses as a body, and we are sure you realize that this is not 
the ease with the treatìse at hand. This could give a false im- 
pression and we are eonfident that this is not your desire. You 
ean be assured that your views will be examined by responsible 
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Carl Olof Jonsson 
January 17, 1978 
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brothers, and that lf doetrinal ehange should be made at some 
time it will eome through the proper ehannels. This is impor- 
tant in preserving the unity of Jehovah T s organization. 

It is hoped that you will observe the counsel supplied abov< 
In due course we hope to look into your treatise and evaluate 
what is eontained thereln. 

Please be assured of our warm love and best wishes. 

Your brothers, 

For the Writing Committee 
of the Governing Body 


3aryy ; 

&e>d!ý' 



Carl Olof Jonsson 


Svedan 


Watchtower Bible and Traet Sooiaty 
of New York, ine. 

Writing Dept., Desk GEA 

117 Àdam8 Street 

BfiOOKLYH 

New York 11201 Im&l, Febmary 22, 1978 


£gj L .. w ? hg. Aq.W M * flW > .S£l" 

Dear Brothere, 

I appreeiated your letter of January 17 antì your promiae that my 
treatise will be eramined by "responsible brothers". Surely we all realize 
the importanee of this matter, as it does not eonoern some little detail 
only, but the w oorner-stone ,, in our esehatologioal btiilding. Therefore, 
as the seareh for and spreading of truth is the primary reaBOn for our 
existence as a morement, this subjeot eannot be handled indifferently or 
postponed to some indeterminate future. A eook who was notified of the 
evidenoe indieating that some of the food he prepares seems to be poisoned 
would no doubt immediatoly begin to oxamine tho matter and in tho moantime 
he would be oareful not to haye the suspeoted food being brought in to the 
gttests. Doesn't the same hold true of the spiritual food, too? 

You evidently mieunderstood the statement I made in my former letter 
that "seyeral brothers haye now examined the treatise". I am not talking 
about or trying to advanee the evidenee presented in the treatise among 
members in the eongregation, as I am well aware of the disturbing effeets 
this could have on the brothers in general. Love for truth anà the brothers 
does not oause divisions and confusion, but as you know many brothers tend 
to regard the things written in the Watchtower publications as nearly 
inspired by God and therefore above eritieal examination in the light of 
the Seripttires. (Aots 17t1l) I am sure you agree that such an attitude is 
very unfortunate and should be opposed. Because of this attitude open 
inquiry has to be avoided, as it time and again is met with irrational 
reaetions. The treatise has been eramined by six knowledgeable brothers 
in Sweden (none of whom belong to our eongregation) and about eight brothers 
in USA and other oountries. But as it is probably impoosible for everyone 
involved to keep this delieate question seeret, I think it will be spread 
around more and more as time goes by. Thoro is somo evidenoe of this already. 
This oould in time oause a lot of trouble, but I am sure you will have 
olearod up the matter before that. 

Another thing you eomment upon is the statement on the front page that 
the treatise is "written by and for Jehovah's ^itnesses". As some brothers 
have been of great help in examining and eorroeting tho treatioe and have 
given several good suggestions and amendments, I felt it all right to otate 
that tho treatioe was the result of the researeh of several witnesses, and 
also that it was intended for J9hovah"s witnesses, not for our opponents 
who oould use it as a forceful weapon against us. None of the brothers who 
have read the treatise has hitherto misunderstood this statement, concluding 
that the work "has the sanetion of Jehovah's Witnesses as a body". But I 
understand your feelings about this detail and have ehanged the statement 
on the front page of my original. Enelosed is a oopy of the new front page 
which you may exchange for the old one. 

Some other minor details, too, haye been ehanged in the treatise, 
espeolally some statements about Ptolemy which have been eorreeted in 
aeeordanee with the evidenee presented by fi. fi. Newton in his book The Crimo 
of Claudius Ptolemv (see the PS in my former letter). These ehanges do not 



eliange any of the linea of evidenoe presented againat the 607 BCE date, but 
have been done for the sake of eraetnesa. Another eorreotion refers to 
footnote 21, page 63, where w 6 months" should read "4 months" and "10 months" 
ehould read "2 months". !Ehe ohanged pages are enelosed so you may ezhange 
them. 

With warm Ohristian love, 

Your brother in the serviee of Jehovah and his truth. 



Carl Olof Jonsson 


Sweden 


Albert D* Sohroeder 

Watchtower Bible euid Traet Soeiety 

of New York, ine. 

Writing Dept. 

117 Adams Street 
BROOKLYN 

New York 11201 iraál, Deeember 6, 1978 


Dear Brother, 

I suppose that you are aware of (and probably have read) my 
treatise The Gentile Times Reoonsidered . which I sent to the Writing 
Department last year. This treatise presented a series of arguments 
demonstrating that Jerusalem was desolated by the Babylonians in 
587 B.O.E., not in 607 B.O.E. as we have held hitherto. Although 
I have not yet reeeived an answer with an appraisement of the evidenoe 
presented in the treatise, I understand and have been informed that 
one reason why the evidenoe has been disregarded is the importanee 
you attaeh to a reeent work by Robert R. Newton entitled The Grime 
of Claudius Ptolemv (Baltimore 1977), and espeeially the statement 
by the reviewer of this book in Soientifio Ameriean of Oet. 1977, 
p. 80, to the effeet that "Ptolemy's forgery may have extended to 
inventing the length of reigns of Babylonian kings H . This statement, 
whioh was also quoted in the Watchtower of Deo. 15, 1977, p. 747, 
mav be oompletelv disnroved . as is shown in the enelosed paper (a 
table with short eomments) on The Reigns of Babylonian Kings t. A 
eomnarison of the Oanon of Ptolemy with Older Sources . prepared 
early this year. 

There are two reasons, brother Sohroeder, why I €im approaehing 
you personally in this matter j 1) One of the distriot overseers here 
in Sweden, brother Rolf Svensson, told me that you are something of 
an expert on ohronology at the headquarters, and 2) he also told me 
about a meeting that you held in Europe early in August with a number 
of prominent brothers. At that meeting you told the audiencej 

A. that a oampaign now is going on in USA both from the outside 
(the Seventh Day Adventists) and from the inside of our 
movement in order to overthrow our present 607 BCE - 1914 CE 
ehronology, 

B. that the Sooiety has no intention at all to abandon the 
ehronology in its present form, 

C. that some of the old doemnents referred to by these M attackers” 
have been proven to be forged (Ptolemy's king list was mention- 
ed) and that the Soeiety is following this matter with the 
greatest interest, and 

D. that there is nothing in the arguments proposed by these 
M attaokers” that is new to the Soeiety. 
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This was, of course, rery interesting information to me, and 
I would like to make some eomments on it and ask you some questions, 
which I hope you will be kind enough to answer. 

A. The oajn^ai^n . Is it possible that you regard the researeh I 
hare done on the Neo-Babylonian ehronology auid the eyidenee I hare 
presented to the Writing Department as a part of the above-mentioned 
eampaign? At least it seems that brothers in leading positions here 
in Sweden have \mderstood your statement that way. I have been told 
by one distriet overseer that it is against the wi3hes of the Soeiety 
to beoome involved in researeh of tho kind I have done, that the 
Sooiety does not need it, that a brother on Ioeland reeently was 
disfellovshipped beoause of his researeh, ete. Warning3of similar 
kind are also presented from the platform. At a oircuit assembly I 
visited some weeks ago another distriet overseer spoke ironioally 

of some "presumptuous brothers", who, aeting as "small prophets", 
have worked out "their own little ehronology" in opposition to the 
Sooiety. Another brother, who belongs to the braneh offiee eommittee, 
in an address he gives to the oongregations, devotes eonsiderable 
time to warnings against "dangerous elements" in the oongregations, 
among which elements he espeeially refers to brothers who have no 
faith in the ohronology of the Soeiety. I think you ean guess what 
kind of olimate that develops from utterances such as these - a 
olimate of fear, 3USpiciousness, ete., where you time and again 
find that some brother has interpreted a harmless remark you have 
made in a way that may be turned against you. 

My researeh was started more tnan ten years ago as a result of 
questions put to me by a man I stodied the Bible with. Qradually it 
dawned upon me that the generally aeeepted ehronology for the Neo- 
Babylonian period has very strong evidenoes in support of it. I 
tried very hard to refute them, but oould not, and at last I had 
to aeeept them. After having disoussed the evidenee with some of 
my olosest friends (personally or by letter) for some time, it was 
deeided that they should be presented to the Sooiety. Consequently, 

I prepared the treatise The Qentile Times Reeonjsiderod and sent it 
to the Writing Department. This work has been done with the greatest 
8eriousness and in all sineerity. How tragieally, then, to observe 
how a situation develops, where the attention is drawn away from the 
question raised - the validity of the 607 BCE date - and direeted 
to the person who raised it, and Jag. - not the question - is regarded 
as the problemi TSiis is really distressing. How is it possible that 
a situation of this kind develops in our moveraent? 

B. Abandon the ohronology or not? I ean readily understand the 
hesitation to abandon the ehronology, even if the evidenoes against 
it are very strong. Abandonning the 607 BCE - 1914 CE calculation 
would have very serious consequences for our present understanding 
of the events sinee 1914 (as I also demonstrated in Bart III of the 
treatise). And I ean also understand the argument used by brother 
Fred Husk to a elose friend of mine, who reeently visited the head- 
quarters and discussed the ehronology with him, viz., that "we eannot 
Just take away the 1914 date, if we have nothing to put in its plaoe". 
On the other hand, love for truth has been one of the most important 
earmarks of our movement and surely this haB been one of the reasons 
why Qod has blessed this movemsnt in the past. Those loving the truth 
will have no problems with even big ehanges, as they realize that the 
ohanges are made in order to eonform to truth and faets. I know many 
brothers (who know nothing of the evidenees against the 607 BCE date), 
who now have inoreasing problems with our present ehronology, just 
because they see the 1914 date beeoming more and more distant and the 
generation fiied to it eitended to the breaking-point, and the eritieal 
deeade of the 1970s (with the 1975 date) soon behind us. There is a 
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wideepread and growing feeling that something is basioally wrong # and this 
ìb # surely # our ohronology. - Do we really need "something to put in its 
plaoe"? To a Ohristian the Bible and what is eontained therein is enough 
as a foundation for his faith. And he finds no 607 BCE or 1914 CE dates 
there. The first Ohristians had no such dates, and yet what they had was 
enough for them. When they asked Jesus about the time when the kingdom of 
God would be set up # he did not give them any dates or ehronologioal calou- 
lations, and he did not refer them to Baniel # ehapter four. He just told 
them that *It does not belong to you to get knowledge of the times (kairoi) 
and seasons which the Pather has plaeed in his own Jurisdiotion". - Aots 
116 # 7. Shouldn't this statement be enough to put in plaoe of the 607-1914 
oaloulation? 

C. For^eà doemnenta? I was really surprised to hear that some of the 
doemnents establishing the ehronology of the Neo—Babylonian period have 
been proven to be forged. I asked myselfi If this is true # why wasn't I 
notified of it as an answer to my treati3e? This would surely have been 
very helpful to me. I know nothing of such forgeries # although I have studied 
these dooument 3 for years and been following the discussions of them in the 
soientifio Journals. But soon I realizod that the tt doouments n referred to 
oould only be Ptolomy's king list (whioh I did not use as an evidenoe in my 
treatise). And perhaps you did not say that this king list has been pro.vea 
to be forged (as it has not) # but only that it could be proved. Brother 
Rusk # too # in his abovo-mentioned disoussion with my friend, referred to 
the possible invention of Ptolemy's king list # and did not seem to know 
anything about other forgeries. So I draw the oonolusion that this list is 
the "documents tt referrod to. Could you oonfirm this? 

Ptolemy 's king list ??aB not invented # as I have demonstrated in the 
8nolosed paper on The Reigns of Babyl onian Kings. in whioh Ftolemy 's eanon 
is oompared with the reigns of the Babylonian kings as found in other and 
muoh older doemaents. Ptolemy evidently got his information from older 
souroes # available to him. On the other hand # H. H. Newton seemed to have 
demonstrated that Ptolemy had forged rnany of the astronomioal observations 
attaehed to this king list in his Almagest . How could it be possible that 
these observations were forged, if the king list was not? In order to get 
an answer to this question # I sent my paper on The Relgn s of Babylonian 
Kinga to Mr. Newton and asked some questions. I also asked some questions 
about the solar eolipse in the eponymy of Bur-Sagale # mentioned in the 
eponym oanon. 

Mr. Newton is no erpert on Assyro-Babylonian ohronology and history # 
whioh he also readily admits in his book The Crime of Claudius Ptoioffiyi 
tt I have not attempted to study the evidenee available from sources other 
than Ptolemy for earlier years” # that is # before Nebuchadnezzar (p. 375). 

This also beeame evident in our oorrespondenoe. Although he had ezamined 
the astronomieal diary VAT 4956 and eonfirmed the date earlier established 
for Nebuchadnezzar's 37th regnal year (568/567 BCE) # and thus also could 
fiz Nebuohadnezzar's first regnal year to 604/603 BCE # he knew praotioally 
nothing about the old documents on which the Assyro-Babylonian ohronology 
is founded. This is elearly demonstrated in his disousgdon of the Assyrian 
eponym canon # where he makes a very gross blunder. (Unfortunately # it seems 
as if the discuseion of tbe eponym lists in tho Aj.d book proeeeds from the 
same mistake # glving the impreseion that the plaoing of Sennaeherib's 
eponymy in his 18th regnal year is an invention by modem historians. while 
this information is giver in the eponym lists themselvesl p. 326*4*5) 

In his answer # Newton admits that tt the king list may be genuine tt # and 
by this he does not only mean that it was not invented (beoause this is 
very apparent from my table) # but also that it may be oorreet. This is 
two different thing* The oanon was not invented, but took its information 
from older sources. But does it agree with faeto? The answer to tliis 
question is of course dependent on the question if tho older sources 
agree with faets. And this was what I demonstrated in my treatise # where 
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I presented several linas of independent avidenee, demonstrating that 
the aeeepted ohronoloé:y of the Neo-Babylonian period is eorreot. There 
are also other lines of evidonoo, not included in the treatise, Trhioh 
fix the length of the Neo-Babyloniein poriod, but as it oovers different 
segments of the period and not tho whole period I did not inolude it 
in the treatise, One of these segraents, for example, eovers the period 
from tho láth year of Nabopolassar to the aeeession-year of Nabonidus. 

A dooíiment frora tho reign of Nahonidus states that this period was 54 
years (610-556 BOE). - I eneiose Newton's answer and also a eopy of 
my ecaswer to his lettor. He d.id not ansror ray last letter, evidently 
because he could not refute it. 

B. Nothing new7 Of course you could say so in August, 1978. But 
when you reeeived Bart II of my treatise in iJay, 1377* didn't you 
find anything new in it? What about the Harran stele, Nabon. H 1. B ? 

This stele was disoovered in 1956, and a translation of it was pub- 
lished by Gadd in 1958. Did you know anything about this stele when 
the Ald book was published in 1971 ? I draw the conclusion that you 
didn ; t, beoause if you did, you wouldn't have referred to the daraaged 
oopy of the same stele, diseovered in 1906, without mentioniiig the 
stele with the eoraolete ehronologieal information on it, diseovered 
50 years later. To discuss the daraaged stele in order to demonstrate 
how little we know about the líeo-Babylonian ehronology v?ould not have 
been honest, if you knew about the new stele in good oondition from 
1956. As I am eonvinoed that the one who wrote that artiele was an 
honest man, I must conclude that he didn't know of the new atele from 
1956. To me it also seems very unliksly that you knew anything about 
the Bgibi-tablets and the 3trong evidenee tbey give for the Neo- 
Babylonian period, or the evidenee frora the eontemporary ehronology 
of Bgypt, independently fonnded upon a series of Aoia-stelae . The 
three kinds of evidenee mentioned above are all oontemnorary with 
the Neo-Babylonian period, they are all independent of eaeh other, 
and yet they all agree as to the length of the Neo-Babylonian period. 
They are the ^tron^est evidenee we have today as respeetìng the length 
of the Neo-Babylonian period. Yet, pone of thera have evar been mentioned 
in any o.f our publications, neither in the Aid book nor elsewhere. If 
this evidenee was "nothing new", it seeras very curious to me that it 
has never been discussed or mentioned anywhere, and no attempts have 
been made to refute it. Are you sure that nothing of this was new when 
the Aid book was prepared, or when you got ray treatise in 1977? 

One ob^eetion to ray arguraents against the 607 BOE date ie that 
they are all built upon "worldly w or "profane” sonrees. To this it is 
only to point out that a vory great part of our present “Bible ohrono- 
logy H , too, is built solely on "worldly" sources f viz., the more than 
2,500 years from 559 BCE to 1978 CE. And besides, exactly the same kind 
of evidenoe (» profame or worldly documents) that makes the 539 BCB 
date an "absolute date" or a "pivotal date" in our prasent ohronology 
also raakes the 587 date (as the 18th date of Nebuchadnezzar, when Jeru- 
salera was destroyed) an "absolute date" or a "pivotal date". The faot 
io that our whole "Bible ohronology", which is fixed to the 539 BCE 
date, for that reason is solely founded upon "worldly" sourcesl Bvery 
argument put forth against the documonts on which the 587 BCE date is 
bullt also hits the 539 BCE date with the same forttl, and, indireotly, 
also the 607 3CE date, as that date io derived from the 539 BCE dateí 
This is the real situation, and that io why we should aeeept the 587 

3CE date instead of the 607 3CE dato as the eorreet date for the de- 

struction of Jerusalera. 

I am eonfident that you won't take offenee at my outapokenness, 
but will exaraine the enelosed material with an open mind. Eeel sure 

that I have the best thoughts of all of you ond, in spite of the 

present difficulties, am praying that Jehovah wlll continue to lead 
us all into his truth more fully and to shcw Ghristian love to eaeh 
others. I am looking forward to your anffiv/er. Iour brother, 

-- 



i 



Carl Olof Jonsson 

Sweden 

Dear Brother Jonsson: 

V/e are writing to inform you that your letter 
of Deeember 6, with enclosure, addressed to Brother 
A. D. Sehroeder, has been safely reeeived and has 
been passed to the Writing Department. We are not 
at the moment making any reply or eomment on the 
points raised in your letter. 

Please be assured of our best wishes. 


Your brothers. 



£.c. 

dtt+kf. 
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Carl Olof Jonsson 

Sweden 

Dear Brother Jonsson: 

Further to our letter of Deeember 22, there are a few eomments 
that we would like to make. 

We wish to advise you that we are not disregarding or dismiss- 
ing what you have written, elther in your letter with enclosures 
addressed to Brother Sehroeder or in your previous eorrespondenee 
sent to us. It is evident that you have done much researeh and we 
have no desire to imply that you are not conscientious in your 
presentation and motives. You elearly feel the secular evidenee 
found is sufflcient to reaeh a posltive conclusion. We do not share 
that firm eonvietion and, therefore, believe it is better for the 
present to reserve our judgment. 

With regard to doing researeh on the subject, as mentioned on 
page 2 of your letter, this is entirely a matter for personal 
deelsion and responsibility. It eertainly would not be true to 
say that anyone has been disfellowshiped because of doing researeh. 
However, whether or not as a result of doing this, if anyone keeps 
on pushing hls views on a eertain subject to the extent of causing 
public eontroversy and dispute, and henee disunity, then in the 
interests of the brothers, it requires that some aetion be taken. 

If there is any question about a eertain matter, then, until that 
ean be settled and made plain to all beyond any reasonable dispute, 
it is better to show eonsideration by not making a blg issue over 
it, giving rise to dissenslon and debate.—1 Cor. 1:10, 11. 

We much appreeiate the elosing expressions in your letter and 
assure you of our warm Christian love. 

Your brothers. 


£b/ = 
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Dear Brother Jonsson: 

We are sorry for the long delay In sendlng a further reply to you vdth 
regard to the materiàl you submitted to the Soeiety in 1977 on the subject of 
aneient ehronology. For some years before reeeiving the information that you 
provided and even dnring the years sinee reeelving it the Soeiety has continued 
to gather materials on the subject of Biblieal and secular ehronology. We 
appreeiate what you have submitted and have read it and thought about it. In 
no way has it been forgotten or merely shoved aside as if of no irrportanee. 

We are also in possession of your material entitled "The Gentile Times Reeon- 
sidered." This too has been read and will be subject to further eonsideration 
in the future. 

We reeognize that the researeh represented by the material that you have 
gLven us has required eonsiderable time. Also we reeognlze that much time and 
effort went into writing up the information in the form in which you submitted 
it to us. Sinee you are quite evidently interested in promoting a better under- 
standing of the inspired Word of God and have put forth so much effort to make 
a contribution to that end, we feel that it is only falr to make some eomments 
about your material. We would liJke, though, to mention two problems that pre- 
sent themselves: (1) We do not feel that it would be proper for us to enter 
into point-for-point debate over every detail vrisere we disagree or remain un- 
eonvineed about conclusions to viiieh you have eome. This would be out of har- 
mony with the spirit of What is said about "questionings" and "debates" at 1 
Timothy 6:3-5; (2) the material that you sent us with regard to ehronology in 
itself eovers seores of typewritten pages, and the information entitled "The 
Gentile Tlmes Reeonsidered" runs to 107 typewritten pages. Sinee those who 
handle eorrespondenee for the Soeiety have a eonsiderable load of work to pro- 
eess eaeh day, it is neither possible nor would it be fair to others for us to 
enter into lengtby eorrespondenee with you. We do not mean that any answer 
you ehoose to give to this letter would be ignored. Whatever you say will be 
read and carefully eonsidered. But the Soeiety eannot enter into lengthy and 
repeated eorrespondenee on these matters. As in the ease of any subject, all 
we ean do is endeavor to gather the best and most reliable materials and to 
draw conclusions from them that harmonize vrfiolly with the ìnspired Word of God. 

We will, however, make an effort to offer a few eonments with regard to 
some points made in the materials that you sent to us. Flrst of all, as to the 
Canon of Ptolemy, the Soeiety eannot aeeept Ptolemy ? s figirres for Babylonian 
kings as an unerring guide for the ehronology of that period. The Canon of 
Ptolemy is eomposed basieally of two things—history and astronomieal informa- 
tion. Ptolemy had at his disposal some historieal documents that gave the 
lengths of reign for Babylonian kings and he also had at his disposal astro- 
nomieal information. When he gives information about eellpses, that information 
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is eorreet. But when he synehronizes that information with years of eertain 
kings, that is another matter. Ihere is no evidenee that Ptolemy had at his 
disposal docurrents eontemporary with the Neo-Babylonian period. Possibly he 
had aeeess to eertain "astronomieal diaries" that give the name and year of 
a eertain king along with observations of planetary positions during the year. 
However, all of such astronomieal diaries that have been preserved down to our 
day date from the Seleucid Era. They are eopies from earlier documents. The 
earlier documents themselves may have been eopies from originals written during 
the Neo-Babylonian period. Ptolemy' s figures for Babylonian kings agree with 
other figures available from such eopies of astronomìeal diaries written during 
the Seleucid Era. 

An example is the tablet known as VAT 4956. It appears from the infor- 
mation that you sent us that you are in possession of the artiele about (and 
translation into German of) this tablet provided by Paul Neugebauer and Emst 
Weidner in 1915. You will note that on page 38 of the German text (as we 
translate into English) the following: "Our eopy of this observation text was 
not made in the year -567/66 itself. It is rather a eopy of a much later time." 
Ihe authors also point out: "Additionally attentìon is ealled to the signature 
. . . which leads to the first line of the following tablet dealing with Nebu- 
ehadnezzar's 38 th year. Our tablet therefore belongs to a eolleetion of astro- 
nomieal observation texts which probably eovered a long period of time and were 
desìgned to serve as a basis for theoretieal astronomieal work." It is true 
that on page 39 the same anthors state: "As far as eontents ar*e eoneemed, of 
course, our eopy is a true picture of the original." While this opinion may be 
eorreet for the astronomieal information on the tablet, it does not neeessarily 
hold true regarding its historieal details. While the astronomieal information 
on this tablet points to the year -567/66 ( 568-567 B.C.E.), attributing the tab- 
let to ^he 37th year of Nebuchàdnezzar may be simply the opinion of a seribe 
assembling and dating "a eolleetion of astronomieal observation texts," working 
at a "much later" period, Who eame to aeeept historieal data that eorresponds 
with that later presented by Ptolemy. 

We do not mean by this, Rrother Jonsson, that the Soeiety vlews all of 
Ptolemy’s figures as ineorreet. For example, Ptolemy allows 43 years for 
Nebucahdnezzar; and this is eonfirmed by the Bible itself. 

As for ehroniele texts that have survived down to our time from aneient 
Babylon, these eover only relatively small parts of the Neo-Babylonian kingdom. 
íbr exaraple, we have information from ehroniele texts for the first eleven 
years of Nebuchadnezzar and for his 37th year, for the third year of Neriglissar, 
but nothing from Amel Marduk and Labashi Marduk. Only part of the reign of 
Nabonidus is eovered. While the years of Babylonian kings named in these 
ehroniele texts do not eontradìet the Canon of Ptolemy, in themselves they are 
not sufficient to constitute fnll and absolute verifieation of allef Ptolemy’s 
flgures. 

What, then, about the Nabonidus Harran Stele designated NABON H 1, B. It 
appears from your eorrespondenee that you have a eopy of the artiele about this 
docum 0 nt published in Anatollan Studles, Vol. 8, 1958. We note that Ptolemy's 
Canon allows for the oeriod between Assyrian King Esarhaddon and Nabopolassar 
of Babylon a perlod of 42 years. The Nabonldus Harran stele gives 42 years 
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for Assurbanipal, vJo succeeded Esarhaddon. But before Nabopolassar thls in- 
seriptlon presents a 3-year reign for a eertain king Assur-etillu-ili. And 
there is a eontraet tablet dated to the fourth year of Assur-etillu-ìli. C. J. 
Gada, translator into Ehglish of NABON H 1, B, points out a further problem: 
f "Ihis difficulty is rnuch inereased when the reign of Sin-sar-iskun is also 
taken into eonsideration, for there has appeared to be sufficient indieation 
that he too was king of Assyria before the aeeession of Nabopolassar . . . 

Nothing is known about the relations of Assur-etillu-ili and Sin-sar-lskun, 
both of vhom were successors of Assurbanipal, one, probably both, being his 
son. The former is shown by eontraets to have ruled for at least four, the 
latter for at least seven, years. ,f 

The saire author also states: ,r In the present state of our knowledge it 
is hardly worthwhile elaborating conJectures to account for these seeming dis- 
erepaneies: (a) that the Harran inseription appears to require about two years 
more between the death of Assurbanipal and the aeeession of Nabopolassar than 
our evldenee, including the Ptolemaie Canon, puts at our disposal; (b) that 

the reign of Sin-sar-iskun, which othervd.se should have begun before that of 
Nabop^lassar, is now seemingly excluded from the brief interval then occurring. n 
Ihese ehronologieal difficulties presented by eontenporary cuneiform texts as 
well as the Canon of Ptolemy have engaged the attention of seholars. In vìew 
of the faets, we feel neither eonpelled nor inelined to view the figures in 
the Canon of Ptolemy as an infallible guide in matters of ehronology. 

With regard to business documents such as are presented by the Egibi 
House tablets, we know that there are tablets for all years of Neo-Babylonian 
kings represented in the Canon of Ptolemy. But ean we say without doubt that 
the tablets from Egibi House represent every year of every king of that period? 
Can we say with eertainty that none of those kings ruled during years not rep- 
resented by tablets from the Egibi Hbuse? Surely we eannot. Por exanple, 
during the reign of Darius I there are no reeords from Egibi House for years 
7, 32, 33, 34 and 36 . But we would not be warranfeed in saying thetthis king 
did not rule during those years simply on the basis of there being no tablets. 

We eannot say with eertainty that Neo-Babylonian kings 27uled only during years 
represented by such tablets. 

As to the synehronism of Egyptian ehronology with Babvlonian kings and 
also rulers of Judah, the lengths of reign that ean be verified by stelae do 
not extend beyond the time of Nebuchadnezzar r s reign. We see no reason to 
disagree with the figures that synehronize with kings in Babylon and Judah 
before the time of Nebuchadnezzar. However, for the reigns after that time, 
for instanee, for the reigis of Amasis and Psairmetichus III there is some dis- 
agreement in historìeal sources. With regard to Amasls, aeeordlng to one source, 
Manetho attributes to him 44 years. However, Syncellus quotes Manetho as giv- 
ing him only 42 years. The highest date for Amasis known on monuments is year 
44. Interestingly, though, Diodoms of Sieìly (I, 68) attributes to this king 
55 years. With regard to Psanmetichus III, Manetho attributes to him a niler- 
ship of six months. However, the highest date available from monuments for 
this king is year 2; and a document mentioned in the publication Notiee des 
papyms demotiques archaiques (by Revillout) gives four years of rule to a 
King Psairmetichus that the author elaims is Psammetichus III. Henee, some 
historieal sources for the kine-s Amasis and Psanmetichus III glve more years 
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than the lengths of relgn eoramonly aeeepted. As to the years when Psajrmetichus 
reigned, sotre seholars (Unger, Wiedemann, Petrie) state that this king reigned 
in 526 and 525 B.C.E., whereas other seholars (Krall and Spiegelberg) prefer 
the years 528 and 527 B.C.E. In view of this, we ean say with eertainty that 
the ehronology for the 26th dynasty of Egypt absolutely eonfirms the figures 
in the Canon of Ptolerny for the Neo-Babvionian perlod? Surely we eannot rnake 
such a elaim. 

We note that in the material about "The Gentlle Times Reeonsidered," 
beginning on page 51, you advanee the opinion that the Babylonian eaptivity 
began inthe aeeesslon year of Nebuchadnezzar. As one line of evldenee for this 
you eite the Babylonian ehroniele as published by Wiseman, vrfaieh includes this 
statement: M At that time Nebuchadrezzar conquered the whole area of the Hatti- 
country." However, the translation that appears in Assyrian and Babvlonian 
Ohronieles, by A. K. Grayson does not have ''Hatti-country" in this place~but 
rather M Ha[ma]th. ,T In a note Grayson says: "Kur Ha-[ma-a]-tu: a restoration 
Ha-[at]-tu is to be rejeeted on the grounds that otherwise it appears Hat-tu 
in this ehronlele." 

Aeeording to Josephus, as acknowledged in your material, at Carchemish 
Nebuchadnezzar M occupied all Syria, with the exception of Judah . M Wìth this 
the Scriptures agree. Jeremiah states that Nebuchadnezzar took Jews into eap- 
tivity M in the seventh year," "in the eighteenth year" and in "the twenty-third 
year" of his reign. (Jer. 52:28-30) The faet that Nebuchadnezzar took "heavy 
tribute M from Hatti-land does not have to mean that the seventy years of eap- 
tivity to Babylon had begun. Gentile kings previous to Nebuchadnezzar had 
also taken tribute from Judah. 

Onee again, Brother Jonsson, we express appreeiation for the hard work 
that you have done on the material that you have sent to us. There are many 
valuable observations in it, both fron the Scrlptures and from secular sources 
and we will keep it on file for referenee. Hòwever, at present the Soeiety 
has no plans for publishing anything additional or different from what already 
has been published on this subject. 

Nevertheless, as information continues to flow in, it may be that some- 
thing of this type ean be done in the future. Onee again, thank you for the 
eonsiderable time and effort that you have put forth in order to promote a 
elearer understanding of a most difficult subj eet. We send our love and 
greetings. 


Your brothers, 




Sweden 


Carl 01of Joneson 


Watchtower Bible and Traet Soeiety 
o t New York, Ino. 

Writing Dept. (EJtESC) 

Brooklyn, New York 11201 Mareh 31» 1980 


Dear Brothers: 

Your letter of February 28, 1980, arrired safely about two weeks 
ago. Flrst, I would like to tell you that I appreeiated it, and 
espeeially the way in which it was written* discussing - in a spirit 
of brotherly lore and respeet - the question of ehronology as such, 
not the questioner, his motives (if he is illoyal, apostate, presumpt- 
eous, eto.), his right to eiamine the eubjeot and question previous 
oonclusions, his right to share his findings with his friends and 
ask for their reaotions, and so on - as if this was the problem. 
Howerer, when a fire-alam starts to hoot, it would not be relevant 
to conclude that something has gone wrong with the alarn and that 
a elose ezamination of it in order to bring it to sllenee would 
solve the problem. I find ìt encouraging that you, in your most 
reeent letter, tum your whole attention to the "fire* 1 , so to speak. 

I appreeiated also very much the initiative taken by Brother 
Bengt Hanseon in vislting me last Deeember for a private talk, after 
which he wrote to you about my situation. 

Of course, I imderstand quite well that lt is impossible for 
you to enter into a lengthy eorrespondenee with me on the subject of 
ehronology and debate over every detail in my treatise ("The Oentile 
Tìmes Hecon8Ìdered tt ). On the other hand, I do not heeltate to answer 
yoxir letter, partly because the points you brought up against my 
oonclueions are olearly invalid, which ie easy to demonstrate, and 
partly because I will present two additional lines of evidenee to 
the ones earlier presented in the treatise against the 607 BCE date. 

I am not doing this because I find pleasurs in tt questionings tt and 
"debates", or because I want to prove that i eun right and vou are 
wrong. Who is right is not important. What is right is important. 
Truth and faets belong to all who love them. That 'b why I feel I 
should answer your letter. 

A true seientlst (and any truth-lover, for that matter) invites 
reaetions and friendly oritieism, as that will give him opportnnity 
to oorreet errors and bring his thoughts eloser to the truth. I taks 
it for gr&nted that this is your attitude, too, and as you write in 
your letter that tt whatever you say will be read emd earefully 
eonsidered*, I feel eonfident that the eritieism and additional 
lnformation offered on the following pages will be carefully szamined 
by you without preooneeived opinlons* Openness to truth, oourage to 
look into and faoe the truth, and readiness to aeeept the truth when 
it is elearly seen, no matter what it turns out to be - these are 
the marks of a truth-lover, of a true Ohristian. It would be foolish 
to spend a lot of time and energy on trying to defend, to the very 
last, a eertain idea or interprotation, only because there is nothing 
to put in its plaee, if all the evidenoes we have indieate it has 
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nothing to do with reality. If, nerertheless, euch an idea or 
interpretation is published, preaohed and spread out to millions 
of people and is presented, not only as a theory, but as a basie 
Ohristian truth, the rejeotion of whioh is said to arouse the 
wrath of God, then this would be aore than foolish. It would be 
a grave sin, for which Jehorah would hold us responsible. 

The points you brought up will be disoussed one by one under 
different headlines. If you ohoose to write sooe lines and tell 
me what you think and how you feel about the information below, 
this would be much appreeiated. If you believe I could be of any 
help in your further investigation of this subJeot, perhaps by 
giving forther information on some detail or sending some material 
you need, feel free to ask me. 

I regret that thie letter with the diecussion on the following 
pages has beeome so long. Yet, I have tried to eiplain things as 
briefly as possible. I had intended to add some additional information 
on the subject, too, but perhaps that could be done in another letter 
in the future, if neeessary. 

Brothers, thank you onee again for your kind letterl With 
Ohristian love. 

Your brother, 



Carl 01of Jonsson 


Enclo8ures: 

1. Oorrespondenee Jonsson-Saehs. 

2. Somepages from J. Oatee' artiole in Irao XXVII, 1965* 
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THE CÀNON OF PTOLEHY 

Your first eomments ooneern the Canon of Ptolemy, and your 
statement that hìs Canon oannot be regarded as an n unerrìng guide w 
for the ehronology of the Babylonian era is, of oourse, eorreet. 

This was basieally irhat I said in my treatise, too. Ptolemy 'b 
figures have been aeeepted by modern historians, not because his 
Canon in itself is regarded as an unerring guide for the ohronology 
of the Babylonian and later periods, but beoause (1) his figures 
have been eonfirmed by a number of muoh older eouroes for the 
ehronology of that time, some of whioh are eontemporary with the 
Neo-Babylonian era, and beoause (2) in his great work Almagest he 
establishes the ehronology presented in his Canon as an absolute 
ohronology with the aid of a large amount of astronomieal material 
gathered from aneient sources. His calculations have been eheeked 
and verified by modern astronomers, and more than that: Modern 
diseoveries of anoient astronomieal tablets, espeeially so-ealled 
astronomieal "diaries**, have enabled modern astronomers and historians 
to establish the absolute ehronology of almost the whole period 
eovered by the Canon of Ptolemy, independently of Ptolemv and his 
eelipseg . thus giving an independent eonfirmation of his ehronology. 

So what matters today ìs not the Canon of Ptolemy, but the older 
documents and sources that have eonfirmed it: astronomieal diaries, 
eontraet tablets, ehronìeles, king lists, eontemporary Babylonian 
and Egyptian stelae, ete. - and the Bible. 

I notieed with interest your statement about Ptolemy, that 
"When he gives information about eelipses, that information ie 
eorreot" (p. 1). One of the aneient eolipses he reeords is dated 
to the 5th year of Nabopolaasar ( Almagest . V 14, p. 340), identified 
by modern astronomers with the lunar eolipse of April 22, 621 BCE. 
This, of oourse, fizes Nebuchadneazar's Ist year to 604 BCE (as his 
father Nabopolaesar ruled for 21 years), and his 18th year (when he 
desolated Jerusalem) to 587 BCE. I notioed some years ago that the 
Aid book makes an attempt to identify this eelipse with one that 
took plaoe 20 years earlier, on June 1, 641 BCE, to eorrespond with 
the ehronology of the Aid book. In support of this identifioation 
it is added that "This earlier eolipse was total (i.e., 12 digits 
or more) as oompared to the very minor one of only 1.6 digits in 
621 BCE" (p. 331*3). This statement proved to me that the author of 
the Ald artiele had never read the deseription reeorded by Ptolemy 
and oheoked how this desoription squaros with the alternative 
identifieatìon he presents. Ptolemy'e source gave a fairly detailed 
deBorlption of this eelipse, including its magnitude. It ia elearly 
stated that it was a minor one, and that onlv a fourth of the diameter 
of the_ moon was eelipsed . Thus the faet that the eelipse of June 1, 
641 BCE, was total does not support the identifieation, it actually 
makes it impossible! I find this error all the more remarkable, as 
the author earlier in his artiele stresses the importanee of knowing 
if an eelipse was total or not. Other details,too (the month, the 
day, the time of the night, ete.) make the eelipse of June 1, 641 BCE 
impoesible and establish the eelipse of April 22, 621 BCE as the only 
poesible eelipse that fits the deeription. (B.K. Newton's reeent 
attempt to "prove" that Ptolemy fabrieated some of the eolipses he 
reeords seems to have been a mistake: his "evidenees" have been 
rejeeted by all oompetent seholars, as far as I know). This is only 
one of several other errors I have oome aoross on ezamining the 
"Chronology" artiele in the Aid book. Ezcuse me for pointing this 
out, but I hope suoh errors will be eorreeted in future editions of 
thie otherwise ezeellent and eztremely valuable Bible dietionary. 
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ASTRONOMICAL "DIARIES H : 7AT 4956 - AND BM 523121 

Comnenting on YAT 4956, you repeat your earlier arguxnent ( Aid . 
p. 331:8, diecu8oed in my treatiee, p. 39), that W while the 
aBtronomioal information on this tablet pointe to the year -567/66 
(568-567 B.O.E.), attributing the tablet to the 37th year of 
Nebuchadnezzar may be aimply the opinion of a seribe assembling and 
dating 'a oolleetion of astronomioal obserration tezte,* worldLng 
at a 'much later' period" ete. What you euggeet is, that the 
astronomieal diariee were not originally dated . but that datee (such 
as the "37th year of Nebuchadnezzar") were ineerted in the tezte 
by later oopyiste. Ie this a plauslble ezplanation, or ie it a 
desperate attempt to ezplain away a tezt, which would otherwiee 
onee and for all punoture the 607 BCE date and eetablieh 587 BCE 
as the abeolute date for Nebuchadnezzar 's 18th regnal year? 

The astronomieal diarles usually eontained very detailed 
information about the poeitione of the moon and the five (then 
known) planets, as well as other information (meteorologieal eyents, 
earthquakes, market priees, and sometlmes also historieal eyents). 

Ae you point out, 7AT 4956 is dated from the beginning of the 37th 
year to the beginning of the 38th year of Nebuchadnezzar, but this 
ls not enough: throughout. alaost all evente mentioned in the tezt 
are dated . giying the month, the day, the time of the day (or night), 
ete. About fortv dates of thie kind are giyen during Nebuchadnezsar's 
37th year, and of course lt was not neoeesary to repeat the regnal year 
at all these plaees, as thie was giyen at the beginning of eaoh year 
(as is done aleo in other documente, such as annals and ohronioles). 

Do you really think it is likely that the original tezts oontained 
all these dates during a vear. but not the regnal years at the 
beglnnl ng of eaoh year ? Sxirely it must be regarded as eztremely 
vmlikely that the Babylonian astronomers would leave out suoh an 
important detaill All tezts of this kind that have been disoovered 
(about 1200 fragments of astronomieal diaries have been diseovered, 
a third of which are so well-preserved that they may be dated) are 
dated to the year of the reigning king. Are all these dates inserted 
by later eopyists? Moat of the diaries oover the period 385 - 60 BCE, 
but a number of them are oopìes from earller periods. And now I will 
present another diary, older than 7AT 4956, that onee agaln eonfirms 
the ehronology given by the Canon of Ptoleaor and refntes the 607 BCE 
date. 


In an artiele, entitled "Babylonian observational aetronomy" and 
publiehed in Philos. Trana. Royal Soe. London . ser. A. 276 (1974), pp. 
43-50, professor Abraham J. Saehs (the seholar who eoined the term 
"diarles" for these tezts and without doubt the foremost authorlty on 
astronomloal dlarìes livlng today) gives a short preeentation of the 
diaries. On p. 48 he mentions that the oldest datable dlary is from 
the year 652 BCE and says: "I found the astronomieal eontents to be 
just barely adequate to make this date virtually oertaln. It was a 
great relief when I was able to eonflrm the date bv aatehing up a 
hietorloal remark in the diary with the oorxeBPonding_stalflment, l_oz 
-651 in a well-dated historloal ohroniole ." (Hy stress). This seemed 
to be a tezt of great importanoe for the question of the Babylonian 
ohronology, and as the tezt and a tranalation of it had not yet been 
published, I wrote to prof. Saohs and asked a couple of questions: 
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"1. What informatlon in the diary makea the date -651 
'yirtually oertain'? 

"2* What kind of hiotorieal remark in the diary oorreaponds 
with what atatement in which well-dated ehroniele? 

In his anawer Prof. Saeho gove mo all information I had asked for, 
and even aent tne an IBM eopy (alnost aa good aa hia photograph) of the 
diary in queation, BM 52512 » Of speeìal interest ia, that your argrnaent 
that the diariea may haTe been dated by eopyists from a much later 
period eannot be applied to thie diary, as w year as well as nonth naaes 
are broken away ". yet, thanks to the historieal remark in the diary, 
this information ean be supplied from another eource. 

Pirstly, the year - 652 BCE - is fiied by the astronomieal information. 
Saohs writes: "The preserved aBtronomieal events (Mereory's last visibility 
in the east behind the Pisees, Saturn's last visibility behind Pisoes, both 
around the 14th of month I; Mars' stationary point in Seorpio on the 17th 
of month I; Mercury'8 firet visibility in Pisees on the 6th of month III) 
uniguely dotonnine the date « w Aooording to the Canon of Ptolemy, 652 BCE 
eorresponds to the I6th year of Shamashshumukin (the predeeessor aa king 
of Babylon of Kandalanu, who was followed by Habopolassar, the father of 
Nebuchadnezzar). 

Seeondly, the diary states that the king of Babylon was involved in 
a battle at a plaoe oalled Hirit on the 27th dav of the 12th month . If 
Ptolemy's ehronology is eorreet, this battle was fought in the 16th year 
of Shamashshum\:kin. Can this be eonfirned? Yes, it ean. Ae Saeho points 
out, we find the sane ìnformatìon in a well-known ohroniele. 

The ohroniele is the so-ealled w Akitu Chronicle n , BM 86379, latest 
translated by A. K. Orayson in Assyrian and Babylonian ehronieles (1975), 
pp. 131, 132. The ohroniole oovers a part of the reign of Shamashshumukin, 
including his 16th year. Not only is the battle at Hirit nontioned, but 
alao the day and the month when it was fought, preeisely as in the diary. 
Obv. 13-16 of the ehroniele reads: 

"On the twentv-seventh day of Adar (= 12th month) the armies 
of Assyria and Akkad did battle in Hirit . The army of Akkad 
retreated from the battlefield and a major defeat was inflieted 
upon them. (However), there were still hostilities (and) warfare 
oontinued. N 

I am eure you realize what this new evidenee means. The astronomieal 
events deseribed in the diary fix the battle at Hirit on Adar 27 to the 
year 652 BCE. The "Akitu Chroniole" olearly Bhows that this battle at 
this plaee on this d&y waa fought in the I6th year of Shamashshumukin. 

Thus, Shamaahshumukin'e 16th year was 652 BCE. But this ìs also the 
yoar given by the Oanon of Ptolemy for Shamashsh\unukln's I6th yearí Onee 
again, as so many times before, Ptolemy's Canon ìs eonfirmed, and this 
at a poìnt that also, onee again, refutes our 607 BCE date. Dating the 
destructio& of Jerusalem in the 18th year of Nehuchadnezzar to 607 BCE 
dìslooates all dates before Nebuohadnezzar 20 years. It would, for 
example, put Shama8hshumukin's 16th year in 672 BCE, not in 652 BCE. 

But this is refuted by this new diary, whìoh 1 b another independent 
witnesa supporting the 587 BCE date for the deeolation of Jerusalem. 

Prof. Saohs adds ìn his letter: "I should perhaps add that the absolute 
ohronology of the regnal years of Shamashshumukin was never in doubt, 
and it is onlv eonfirmed again by the astronomieal diary." 

Por your eonvenienee, I have enelosed the eorrespondenee with 
Prof. Saeha and the material he sent me. 
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THE NABONIDIJS HARRAN STELE - AND THE NABONIDtJS BABYLON STELEi 


Your eomments on the Neo-Babylonlan ohronioles agree with the more 
detailed information I presented in my treatise, pp. 28, 29, so I will 
immediately proeeed to your obáeotions to the Harran inseriotion . 


You hold that the Harran insoription is open to doubt, because it 
seems to present a 3-year reign for the Assyrian king Assur-etillu-ili 
before Nabopolaesar, while eontraot tablets are dated up to the 4th 
year of this king. But sinoe Gadd published the translation of the 
text in 1958, others have eramined the difficulties he pointed out and 
offered solutions to them. The most important studies are the ones by 
Sodep (ZA, Vol. 58, 1967, pp. 241-255), Joan Oates ( Iraa . 

Vol. 28, 1965, pp. 155-159), and Jnllan Reade (JCS, Vol. 23, 1970, pp.1-9). 


After the death of Assurbanipal of Assyria and Kandalanu of Babylon 
(these kings might hare been identieal, Kandalanu being Assurbanipal 's 
Babylonian throne-name) in 627 BCE, Assur-etillu-ili's legitimate right 
to the throne wae opposed by a general, Sin-Shum-Iishir, and then by 
a brother of Assur-etillu—ili, Sin—3ha2vishkun. This caused a eivil war, 
and Nabopolassar, a military eommander in the south, took advantage of 
the situation and seized the throne of Babylon. Then, for some years, 
at least three armies operated at the same time in Babylonia, and it is 
understandable that a number of the oities ohanged sides more than onoe, 
as it was no longer evident whioh authority was to be viewed as the 
legitimate one. The confusing situation is refleoted in all documents 
dated in this period, Assur-etillu-ili being regarded as king in one 
eity while his brother Sin-shar-ishkun was aeeepted as king in another. 


Oates in his artiele demonstrates that Adda-Guppi, the mother of 
Nabonidus and a priestees at the Sin-temple in Harran, abandonned Harran 
in the 5rd year of Assur-etillu-ili and moved to Babylon, but actually, 
the Harran inseription does not state that this was his last year, as 
Gadd concluded. Prom this time onward Adda-Guppi served under Babylonian 
kings. Reade, who aeeepts this basie conolusion, demonstrates in his 
artiele how all the confusing documents from tììe period may be harmonized. 
The solutions offered are in agreement with the Harran inseription, which 
even has proved to be very helpful in the attempt to reeonstmet the 
events during this ehaotio period. There seems to be no reason, therefore, 
for maintaining an overeritieal attitude toward the Harran inseription. 


If you still feel there is, then eonsider the faet that there ezists 
another stele from the reign of Nabonidus, THE HABONIDIJS STELE FSOM 
BABYLON (diseovered in 1896), that oonfirms the length of reigne given on 
the Harran stele for the Babylonian kingsj This stele (ef. Gadd, p. 73; 

I did not deal with this additional evidenoe in my treatise) wae evidently 
made in the 2nd year of Nabonidus (see the discuesion by P.-R. Berger in 
Dle Ne.ubaby 1 onisohen KOnigsinsohriften. Vol. I, 1973 p. HOff.). Aooording 
to the translation published in Pritehard's AIET, pp. 308-311 ■ thia stele 
states that "the temple e. 'hul.hu! in Harran was in ruins for 54 years", 
until Nabonidus in the beginning ot his reign took measures for restoring 
it. Now the Harran inseription as well ae the ehroniele BM 21901 date the 
deBtruction of the temple in Harran to the 16th year of Nabopolassar (i.e. 
610/609 BCE). In adding up the remaining regnal years up to the beginning 
of Nabonidus'reign given in the Harran inseription - 5+43+2H - we get 
eraetly 54 yearsJ So if you feel the information of the Harran stele 
should be rejeeted, what are we to do with the oame eonfirmAng information 
given by the Nabonidus Babylon stele? Rejeet that, too? Why? Should 
we rejeet every new .evidenee that oontradiots our theories? Is that a 
good method? Will it bring us eloser to the truth? 



- 7 - 


Jonsson to W.B.T.S 


THE EGIBI HOUSE TABLETS - AND THOUSANDS OF OTHER CONTRACT TABLETSi 

Again, you Just repeat the argtment from the Aid book (discussed 
in my treatise, pp. 32, 33) that, though we hare many oontraot tablets 
from all years of Neo-Babylonian kings represented in the Canon of 
Ptolemy, there could still be a period of 20 yeare from which tablete 
are missing. 

You refer to the faet that we have no oontraet tablets in the 
Egibi House eolleetion that oover the years 7, 32, 33, 34 and 36, of 
the Persian king Darius . Well, as Boscawen and other seholars after 
him have stressed, the firm Egibi and Sone prospered from the time of 
Nebuchadnezzar up to the time of Darius. The oolleetion of tablets of 
this firm diseoyered in 1875-6 end.e with Darius. No tablets from the 
reigns of later kings were diseovered in the oolleetion. Tablets in 
the eolleetion from the end of Darius' reign are sparse. But the reign 
of Darius began almost two deoades after the end of the Neo-Babylonian 
era. The important thing to eonsider is, that the tablets eover the 
reigns of all the Neo-Babylonian kings we know to have ezisted, not 
only from the Canon of Ptolemy, but from a number of earlier documents 
as well, some of which were written eontemporary with the Neo-Babyloniem 
period. 

Another thing to remember is, that the Egibi tablets are only a 
part of the many thousands of eontraet tablets from this period. These 
other eontraot tablets, too, give the same length of reigns for the 
Neo-Babylonian kings! This I also stressed in my treatise, p. 31ff« 
Every year of the reign of Darius, too, are eovered by tablets of this 
kind, of oourse. 

My argument from this evidenee is still left unansweredi If there 
was an additional period of 20 years during the Neo-Babylonian era, why 
do we have so many tablets from every vear of Neo-Babylonian kings 
known to have eiisted, not only from the Canon of Ptolemy, but from all 
the earlier (and sometimes oontemporary) documents, the Harran inseript- 
ion, the building inseriptions, ehronieles, ldLng lists, Berossus, eto., 
eovering the length of reigns known for these kings - but not one 
single tablet from the 20-year period you would like to add to the 
Neo-Babylonian era? And further, Why are the thousands of tablets 
that must have been written during this supposed 20-year period missing 
from the same 20-year neriod that is also missing in all the other 
doeiiments - and not from another period of 20 years? And further, Why 
are the tablets zaissing from a period of eiaotly 20 years? Why not from 
17» 15» 7 - or different years distributed throughout the Neo-Babylonian 
period? Who travelled aronnd in the Neo-Babylonian kingdom aná pieked 
off all the many thousande of business letters dated in this 20-year 
period and hid or destroyed them, before modern arehaeologists started 
to unearth the temple-arohives, publio arohives, ete. in the ruins of 
the Babylonian eities? From time to time, new quantities of eontraet 
tablets are diseovered, translated and - sometimes - published - but 
the 20-year period we are looking for never turns up. As I formulated 
the argument in the treatise: M If you are easting a diee many thousands 
of times without ever getting up number sii, you will at last have to 
conclude: ’There is no number six on this diee’. The same is true, too, 
of the missing 20 years we are looking for: They never turn up, because 
they never eiisted." 

Now, just as you repeated your argument I had ,a&S22££<ì» 1 h&ve 

rep»»at«d my argument that was left unanswered. 
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THE 26TH DTNASTT OF EOTFT: AMASIS AND PSAMMETICHUS III 

In M The Gentile Times Reoonsidered’', pp. 39-44, I mentioned a 
number of synehronisms bettreen Egyptian, Babylonian, and Judean rulers, 
three of whieh are given by the Biblo (2 Kings 23:29, Jer. 46:2, and 
44:30). I denonstrated that the Egyptian ohronology for thie period 
has been indeoendently established from oontemporarv Egyptian sources. 

Yet all synehronisms agree oompletely with a dating of the destruction 
of Jemsalem to 587 BCE, while the deviation from the 607 BCE date for 
thia event is oonsistently about 20 years. The oontemporary Egyptian 
ehronology, therefore, preaents another independent witness against 
our 607 BCE date. 

In your letter you try to imdermine this strong evidenee by referring 
to the oonflieting figures given by later historiana, Diodoruo and 
Syncellus. But in establishing a ehronology the oontemnorarv documents 
eannot, of course, be refuted, or even questioned, by figures given by 
historians from a much later period. Their figures have often proved 
to be distorted, and thÌB distortion usually inereases, the farther away 
from the period theae hietoriane lived. As to Manetho . his figureB are 
best preserved by Julius Africanus (221/222 CE; ef Waddell in Manetho . 
London 1948, pp. rvi, rvii), and his figures for Amasis and Psammetichua 
III agree with the eontemporary sourcee, as do also the figures given 
by Herodotos . the historian who lived elosest to the time of Amasis and 
PsammetichU3 III (Herodotos wao born e. 484 BCE, that is, about 40 years 
after the reign of Psammetiohus III; thus, during his visit to Bgypt, 
Herodotos could even have met individuals, who were born before the 
reign of Paammetichus III). Diodorua of Sieily, on the other hand, lived 
duriag the reigns of Julius Caesar and Augustus, more than 500 years 
after Psammetichus, and Syncellus wrote his work toward the end of the 
8th eentoiry CE, or more than 13 centuriea after Psammetichusì Do you 
really think that the figures preBented by theae two late historians 
eould be used to question fignres given by eontemporary sources? 

Of the historians of the olassieal (Oreek and Roman) period the 
Aid book states: W A11 of these lived after the Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian 
period ... • Por the Assyrian and Neo-Babylonian periods, then, none of • 
these writers present information based on personal knowledge but reeord, 
rather, the traditional views they heard, or, in some eases, may have 
read and eopied. ... Hot only this, but what we know of their writings 
is today dependent upon eopies of eopies, the oldest eopy often dating 
no farther baek than the medieval period of the Oommon Era." ( Aid . 332:4,5) 
The figures you quote from Diodorus and Syncellus, therefore, do not mean 
much and weigh nothijig against eontemporarv evidenee. I quoted Herodotos 
and Manetho/Africanus only beoause their figures have been eonfirmed by 
modem disooveries of documents, eontemporary with the reigns of Amasis 
and PsammetichU8 III. 

Though Psammetiohus III ruled for only oix months, you montion that 
"the highest date available from monuments for this king ie year 2 ”. 
Actually, this information does not eontradiet a rule of six months for 
this king, which anyone acquainted with the Egyptian method of reekoning 
regnal years will eaeily realize. The Egyptians applied the nonaeeession - 
year ayatem (see my treatiee, p. 42, and Appendix À, pp. 88,89), that is, 
the year in which a king eame to power was counted as his flrst regnal 
year. Psammetichus III eame to power at the end of the vear 526 BCE . 
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probably only a few weeks before the end of the year. At thls tirae 
the Egyptian ealendar year almost ooinsided with the Julian ealendar 
year, so Psamraetichus aseended to the throne at the end of the 
Egyptian ealendar year, too. Though he ruled for only a fraetion 
of this year, it was (aeeording to the Egyptian nonaeeession-year 
system) reekoned as his first regnal year. His seeond regnal year, 
therefore, began only a few weeks after his aeeession to the throne. 

If he ruled for only six monthe, documents dated up to the fifth 
month of his seeond regnal year are only what we should expect to 
find. Actually, we have three documente (papyrii) from his seeond 
year, dated to the ?rd, 4th, and 5th monthe of hie 2nd year, 
eorresponding to the first half of the year 525 BCE. Then, in May 
or June, 525 BCE, Psammetichue was dethroned by Cambyses. - See 
F. K. Kienitz, Dfe^olltloehe Gesohiohte Àgyptena vom ?., ble zum 4. 
Jahrhundert vor der 2eitwende . Berlin 1953, p. 156, footnote 7. 

Further, you refer to "a document mentioned in the publication 
Dotiee des papvrus dámotiQuee archafquee (by Revillout) M that "gives 
four years of rule to a King Psammetichus that the author elaims ia 
Psammetichus III " (my stress). E. Revillout was one of the founders 
of the publication Revue 3gyptologjque in the 1870s, and the artiele 
you refer to was evidently the one published in Vol. VII, No. II, 

1892, pp. 41-44, though I could not find the statement you refer to 
in that artiele. But in an artìele published in Vol. III, No. IV, 

1885, pp. 187-191 (and in Vol. VII, No. IXX # 1896, p. 139) Bevillout 
mentions and quotes a document dated in the 4th year of a King 
Psammetichus, which he holds to be ?sammetichus III. Such a view 
could still be held at that time, but sinee then many important 
documents have been diseovered, translated and published that have 
made Revillout's hypothesis antiquated and obsolete. For eiample, 
some of the Apis stelae were translated and published by Breasted 
in 1906 ( Aneient Reeords of Egvnt ). the "Petition of Petiese" was 
published in 1909 (F. II. Griffith, Cat. of Demotio papyri . III), 
the "Demotie Chronicle" in 19H (W, Spiegelberg, Demotlsehe Stndien 7 : 
Die sogftnAnntfl Demotisohe Chronlk ). and the inseription in Wadi 
Hammamat was published, too, during this time (H. Gauthier, Le livre 
de rois d'Egypt . Vol. 4^). The three last mentioned documents all 
give Amasis 44 years of reign. Because of these and other evidenees, 
Revillout's hypothesis ean no longer be upheld, and it is not shared 
by any reeent soholar. The document quoted by Revillout, therefore, 
referred to one of the earlier kings known by the name of Psammetichus. 

As to Krall's and Spiegelberg's date for Psammetichus III (528/527 
instead of 526/525 BCE), these seholars, too, were aetive before the 
ehronology of the 26th dynasty was definitely established (they belong 
to the later part of the last oentury and the early part of the 
twentieth century). The only disunity among seholars was for a long 
time if Amasi8 ruled for 43 or 44 years. This problem was definitely 
eolved in 1957, when Riehard A. Parker published his important artiele 
"The Length of Reign of Amasis and the Beginning of the Twenty-Sixth 
Dynasty" in Mitteilungen des Deutschen Arehttologisehen Instltutg . 

Kairo Abteilung, XV, 1957, pp. 208-212. The evidenee he presented in 
support of the year 570 BCE as the Ist year of Amasis was so strong 
that his conclu8Ìon in a very short time obtained general aeeeptanee. 

I will try to briefly recapitulate it below: 
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A P«pyru3 in the Louyre eolleetion of papyri, No. 7848 . dated 
2J_ of Amagjg ( « the 21 st day of the 9th month 
of the Egyptian eivil ealendar, Baehons) refers to an oath taken 
"hefore Khonsu ... in Year 12, II 13, being the 15th ltinar day 
of (lunar) I 5nsw.** 


As is seen, this papyrus is double-dated, giving a date in 
the 12th year of Amasis both aeeording to the Egyptiem eivii 
g . a l 9 ft da r and aeeording to the l_unar ealendar . While the eivil 
ealendar of 365 days "travelled" through the solar year (with 
approiimately one day every fourth year), the lunar ealendar, of 
course, was fixed to the moon, with the Ist day of every month 
always beginning on the moming of ereseent invisibility. 

The papyrus quoted above gives the information that in the 
12th year of Amasis, the 13th day of II Smw ( =. Payni, the lOth 
month) fell on the 15 th day of the lunar month, fdiieh means that 
the Ist day of the lunar month (the moming of ereseent invisibilityj) 
fell on I ámw 29 (» the 29th day of the 9th month) of the eivil year. 
Such a situation did not occur every year, of course. With the aid 
of an astronomieal table, such as Herman H. Goldstine's New and Pull 
Mo.ons 1001 BC K AB 1$g1 (Philadelphia 1973) it is easy to eheok which 
years during the 6th oentury BCE such a situation occurred. Though 
astronomieal tables usually give dates aoeording to the Julian 
oalendar, this ie no problem, as the Egyptian oalendar dates are 
easy to translate into Julian dates. Which year fits the situation 
deseribed in the papyrus from the 12th jwblt of Amasis? 

Parker was able to demonstrate that the year, in which the morning 
of ereseent invisibility fell on I 5mw 29 of the Egyptian eivil 
ealendar must have been the year 559 BCE (Oot. 5, Julian ealendar). 
Amasis' Ist year, therefore, oust have been 570 BCE. This leaves 45 
years only for the eombined reigns of Amasis and Psammetichue III, 
prior to Cambyses ' conquest of Egypt in May or June, 525 BCE (570-525 
«45 )• As Amasis ruled for 44 years (ehronologieally), Psammetichus III 
must have ruled for 1 year (ohronologieally). And no matter how you 
reekon the reigns of Amasis and Psammetichus III, you have to give 
them a eombined reign of 45 years, and the total length of the 26th 
dynasty is in any ease elearly and firmly established. 

This is a remarkable eonfirmation of the reigns of Amasis and 
Psammetichus III as given by other documents, isn't it? Of course, 
we will find one or two other years earlier in the 6th century, too, 
trtien the lunar month started on I Smw 29, or at least elose to that 
date, but these earlier years do not agree with any other document, 
or with any of the figures given by later historians either. 

Thus, the ehronology of the 26th dynasty is firmly and indepent- 
ently established, and the synehronisms given in the Bible elearly 
point to 587 BCE as the date for the destmetion of Jerusalem. Onee 
again, we find an independent witness against our 607 BCE date for 
that event. 
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THE 70 YEARS - CAPTIVITT OR SERVITUBE? 

On p. 4 of your letter you state that I regard the 70 years as 
"seventy years of eaptiyity to Babylon", beginning "in the aeeession 
year of Nebuchadnezzar", after which you bring forth some argmnents 
against such a view. 

Unfortunately, you seem to have misunderstood the vioir I presented 
and defended in my treatise. I never made such an applieation, as a 
careful reading of the treatise will prove, Though I argued that some 
eaptives - including Daniel and his friends, aooording to Dan. 1:1ff. - 
were brought to Babylon soon after the battle of Carchemish, I strietly 
applied the 70 yeare to a period of servitude . not only for Judah, 
but also for the surrounding nations, in elose agreement with the 
wording of Jeremiah's predietion (" these nations will have to serve 
the king of Babylon seventv vears ". Jer. 25:11). Already from my 
sub-heading on p. 49 you should have notioed that I stated the issue 
aB "THE SEVEITT YEARS: DESOLATIOH OR SERVITPDE - WHICH?" - not as 
"Desolation or eaptivlty ". I also notieed that you, in the large-print 
edition of NW, at the head of p. 826 deseribed the seventy years as the 
"70 years' servitude ". just as I had done. 

"Servitude", of course, is not exactly the same thing as "oaptivity" 
and it did not mean eaptivity (or desolationl) for the nations that 
surrounded Judah, did it? For most nations "servitude" meant vassalage 
only, though for Judah a part of the servitude oame to include a period 
of both eaptivity and desolation. I quoted a niimber of scriptures in 
support of the faot that the servitude began long before the destruction 
of Jerusalem (treatise, pp. 49-55)» suoh as Dan. 1:1, Jer. 27, 28, and 
35. Others oould be added, for instanoe 2 Kings 24:1, where it is 
stated of Jehoiakim: "In his days Nebuohadnezzar the king of Babylon 
eame up, and so Jehoiakim beeame his servant for three years" ete. When 
he rebeíled, this immediately caused aets of reprisal in order to keep 
him in subjection. So, even for Judah, the servitude began many years 
before the destmetion of Jerusalem, and - as this text proves - several 
years before the end of Jehoiakim'8 reign. 

Purther you point out that my quotation on p. 51 from Wiseman's 
translation of the ehroniele BM 21946, that Nebuchadnezzar, after the 
battle at Carchemish, "oonquered the whole area of Hatti -oountrv". 
more eorreetly, aeeording to Grayson's more reeent translation, should 
read "Hafma^th", a distriet in Hatti (=Syro-fttlestine). I am grateful 
for your eorreetion of this detail (Grayson's reoent work was not 
available to me in 1977). But does it really ehange anything? On the 
next page of my treatioe (p. 52) I quoted further from the Bame 
ehroniole: "In the aeeoooion-year Nebuchadnezzar went baok to the Hatti - 
land and until the month of Sebat marohed unopposed through the Hattl - 
land» in the month of Sebat he took heavy tribute of the Hatti -territorv 
to Babylon And for Nebuchadnezzar's Ist regnal year the ohroniole 

states: " All the kings of the Hatti -land eame before him and he reeeived 
their heavy tribute." At all these plaoes the word "Hatti" is well 
preserved in the original, euad Graysoo, too, of oourse translatefit as 
"Hatti" ("Hattu"). Isn't it very evident from the ehroniele that 
Nebuchadnezzar subjugated the whole Hatti-territory (= Syro-Palestine) 
alreadv in his aoeession-vear . and in his Ist regnal year, at the 
latest, all the klngs of the Hatti-land (which reasonably must have 
included Jehoiaklm, too, whioh is supported by 2 Kings 24:1) were in 
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vaeallage and paid tribute to Nebuchadnez 2 ar? 

( ^ intereeting to note also the wording in the quotatíon above 

"In hie aeeeseion-year Nebuchadnezzar went baele (Grayson: "returned n ) 
to the Hatti-land**. Evidently, he had been there earlier. Does it not 
eeem very probable that Nebuchadnezzar, after the battle at Carohemish 
and his conquest of "Hamath", continued southwards and began to subdue 
the rest of the Hatti-territory, and even took some eaptives fron the 
Jews, Phaenieians, and Syrians, as Berossus says? Thie would be in 
oomplete agreement with what is aotually (without far-fetehed re- 
interpretations) stated in Dan. 1:1ff. But during his offensive 
southwards, Nebuchadnezzar got message of his father's death, which 
q\iiokly brought him baek to Babylon in order to secure the throne. 
After that - and still in his aeeession-year, aeeording to the 
ehroniele, - he went baek to the Hatti-territory and continued the 
operations there. 

What we leam, both from the Bible and the ehroniele, is that 
the gervitnde predieted by Jeremiah began very soon after the battle 
at Oarehemish. If some Jewish eaptives were brought to Babylon at 
that time or not, is quite another question. Berossus says so, and 
his statement is eonfirmed by a natural and literal reading of Dan. 
1:1f. and 2:1. I oannot find how Josephus ' statement many centuries 
later that Nebuchadnezzar did not occupy Judah at that time could 
disprove this. His statement is in agreement with the Scripture. 
His statements have often been proved to be in error, and very often 
he eontradiets himeelf. He does not give the source for his statement, 
and it is quite possible that he just gives his own interpretation 
or guess. If he is right or not does not ehange the faet that the 
began in the reign of Jehoiakim, aoeording to the Bible, 
and in the aeeession-year of Nebuchadnezzar aeeording to BM 21946. 


As I demonstrated in my treatise, all aneient and most reliable 
documents we have disprove our 607 BCE. Above I have added iw 2 

lines of evidenoe to the ones presented in the treatise 
in support of 587 BCE as the 18th year of Nebuchadnezzar: (1) the 
^j.ary BM ?2?1.2 and (2) the Nabon idus Stele jfrom Babvlon . With all 
these evidenees the Bible agree: Á natural and simple reading of 
Jer. 25:10, 11; 29:10; Dan. 1:1; 2:1; Zeoh. 1:7-12, and 7:1-5 

elearly brings ua to the same oonelnsion. Only by a speeial 
interpretation of 2 Chron. 36:20,21 and Dan. 9:2 is it possible to 
arrive at the conclusion that Jemsalem was destroyed in 607 BCE. 

But in order to uphold this oonclusion we have to rejeet all the 
secular documents discussed above and in my treatise, and more 
than that: We must also re-interprete a niimber of tezts in the 
Bible itself and give them very unnatural, far-fetehed applieations. 

But the evidenee against the 607 BCE date is overwhelming. Isn't it 
curious that we eannot aeeept this overwhelming amount of unanimous 
evidenees in support of the 587 BCE date (we eannot find one document, 
or even a line in a document, in support of the 607 BCE date), while 
we at the same time have aoeepted another secular date - 539 BCE - 
on muoh weaker grounds, and even term it an "absolute date", or a 
"pivotal date"? Por about twenty years the "Nabonidus Chronicle” 
was referred to in support of the 539 BCE date, but sinee this 
evidenee was rejeeted (in The Watchtower . May 15, 1971, p. 316), our 
only "evidenee 11 for the date is the Canon of Ptolemy (i) and an 
Olympiadie date refei*red to by the late historian 3 Diodorus, Africanus, 
and Eusebius! - Aià, p. 328:7 and 408:9. 
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EP:ESA May 15, 1980 


Mr. Carl Olof Jonsson 
... Sweden 
Dear Brother Jonsson: 

Your letter of Mareh 31 and the enclosures have been reeelved by 
the Writing Department of the Soeiety. The additional information 
and observations are appreeiated. 

As we mentioned in our letter of February 28, 1980, any answer 
you might wish to make to our letter would be read and given careful 
eonsideration. Time has not allowed for us to give your latest let- 
ter that promised attention right at this time. But it is not being 
ignored. Your researeh is being added to what we have already accumu- 
lated on 3ible ehronology. Your researeh has led you to the conclu- 
sion that eertaln adjustments should be made in the ehronology set 
forth in the Soeiety’s publications. Ycu feel very strongly about 
this, but it is in order to caution you that such ean prove to be a 
snare to you if great eare is not exerclsed. We are sure you appre- 
eiate that it would not be appropriate for you to begin to state your 
views and conclusions on ehronology that are different than those 
published by the Soeiety so as to raise serious questions and prob- 
lems among the brothers. Can you wait upon Jehovah? We invite you 
to do so. He will not leave any question of this nature in serious 
doubt. Some adjustments may be neeessary in the matter of ehronology, 
but it would not be appropriate to make any adjustments without taking 
every pertlnent pieee of information into eonsideratlon and weighing 
this carefully and prayerfully in the light of the Scriptures. Up to 
now we have not seen that the evidenee is so strong that there should 
be a major adjustment, as you sugge3t. Definite question3 have been 
raised. Tnere is a basis for further and detailed study of the matter. 
This is belng done. Meanwhile, we reeommend that you have eonfidenee 
ln Jehovah and the organization he is obviously using. Do not try to 
undermine lt or raise doubts in the mindsof the brothers and sisters 
by making ehronology the big thing in their lives. Help them to ap- 
preeiate the love of Jehovah and what he has done in sendlng his Son 
to provide the ransom saerlfiee. Build faith and let your good works 
in preaehing the ”good news” and in helping others reeommend you. Do 
not let this matter of questions on ehronology cause you to weaken in 
faith and lose out on opportunities to be of real value to your broth- 
ers and in the eongregatlon. 


Cfftivk 
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Mr. Carl Olof Jonsson 


May 15, 1980 
Page II 


We have noted your offer to be of further asslstanee to the 
Soeiety in the event further elarifieation or assistanee is needed 
in the study of Bible ehronology. If you keep your balanee in this 
regard there ls the possibility that you might be of serviee to the 
Soelety in this study sometime in the future. But if you prove to 
be just a eritie, even the good you are trying to aeeomplish vrill 
not prove out to be constructive aind helpful. You are interested 
in the truth being presented in the publications, but you ean be 
assured that our desire in this regard ìs no less than your own. 

But if any adjustments need to be made, as we mentloned above, it 
ls our resolve that these be made only after all faetors have been 
carefully and prayerfully eonsidered, and often such an analysis 
requires a good measure of time. 

So we stress again the need on your part, Brother Jonsson, to 
wait upon Jehovah as we all bend every effort to prove faithful to 
him. Reeeiving an inheritanee in his new system of things is the 
important thing. And as we walk with his people on the roadway that 
leads to life, we want to aid stlll others to avail themselves of 
Jehovah’s provisions in this day of Jehovah's salvation. May Jehovah 
ble3s your 3incere desire to 3erve him and prove to be a very useful 
and honorable vessel to his praise.—2 Tin. 2:20, 21. 

We take thìs oeeasion to send an expression of our Chrlstlan 
love and best wishes. 


Your brothers in Jehovah's serviee, 

OF NEW INC. • 



